THIS SPECIAL ISSUE OF THE MODERN LAN-
guageJournal follows up on an International Association of Applied Linguistics (AILA) symposium that was also published in the MfLJ, in which Firth and Wagner (1997) presented a seminal critique of mainstream, cognitive second language acquisition (SLA) studies. They argued that SLA studies need to adopt a more emically oriented (i.e., participant-relevant) perspective on language learning, become more aware of the contextual and interactional dimensions of language use, and broaden its traditional database (p. 286).
The publication of this article was accompanied by and later inspired a series of responses that critiqued these ideas from psycholinguistic perspectives (Gass, 1998; Kasper, 1997; Long, 1997; Poulisse, 1997) and sociocultural or conversation analysis (CA) viewpoints (Hall, 1997; Liddicoat, 1997, respectively) . Broadly speaking, those writers working within a psycholinguistic perspective tended to be rather critical of Firth and Wagner's position, whereas those working from a sociocultural point of view tended to be quite supportive.
The cognitivists essentially argued (to use the words in the title of Kasper's response) that the A in SLA "stands for acquisition," thus emphasizing that language acquisition and use are theoretically and empirically distinct domains of language. They also tended to challenge the theoretical importance of context, arguing that language learning is essentially a cognitive, context-free phenomenon, so that the putative importance of context in SLA was a claim that needed to be established empirically. And they also tended to be unimpressed by Firth and Wagner's calls to study lingua franca contexts or to investigate how learners characterize their roles and identities in and through talk, arguing that such issues simply do not fall within the purview of SLA.
In contrast, the sociocultural commentators provided enthusiastic support for Firth and Wagner's research program, seeing in it a potential basis for the development of an approach to SLA that draws on the theoretical insights of language socialization, social participatory, or Vygotskyan, frameworks and that uses the analytical power of CA as a potential methodological resource for SLA (see also Markee, 2000) .
In short, this ground-breaking symposium formalized a split between mainstream, cognitive SLA and emergent, sociocultural approaches to SLA. In addition, it provided the impetus for a whole new generation of empirically grounded research into how cognitive SLA might be respecified in sociocultural terms. It is here that the present special issue of the Modern Language Journal picks up the dialogue.
How has the intellectual landscape changed since 1997? A number of book-length publications on CA for SLAI have either already appeared (Lazaraton, 2002; Markee, 2000) or are awaiting publication (Seedhouse, in press) . And the number and quality of colloquia and papers at conferences such as the American Association for Applied Linguistics (AAAL) that inform a CA for SLA perspective are growing by leaps and bounds (see Ford & Mori, 2004; Koshik, 2004; Markee, 2004a; Olsher, 2004; Young, 2004) . It is, therefore, no exaggeration to say that CA for SLA is making a concerted bid for recognition from the larger community of SLA and applied linguists (Larsen-Freeman, this issue).
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To illustrate these developments, we begin this introduction by briefly motivating the use of an unfamiliar term in the title of this special issue, "Classroom Talks." We then provide a brief overview of the six articles that constitute the body of this special issue and also show how the four invited commentaries react to these articles. Finally, we focus on four issues: CA for SLA's emic epistemology, and what CA for SLA has to say (if anything) about the nature of language, language learning, and the identities and roles of learners in SLA. This special issue of The Modern Language Journal, therefore, not only documents the current state of the art in CA for SLA, it also points the way to future developments in what may prove to be one of the most radical respecifications of SLA researchers' theoretical priorities and methodological practices in the history of the field.
CLASSROOM TALKS
Conversation analysts have understood classroom talk as a type of institutional talk that is empirically distinct from the default speech exchange system of ordinary conversation (Sacks, Schegloff, &Jefferson, 1974) . Whereas ordinary conversation is a locally managed, equal power speech exchange system, teacher-fronted classroom talk is an unequal power speech exchange system, in which teachers have privileged rights to assign topics and turns to learners and also to evaluate the quality of students' contributions to the emerging interaction through other-initiated, second-position repairs (Markee, 2000) . Participants exhibit a preference for classroom talk to be organized in terms of initiation-response-evaluation or question-answer-comment sequences (McHoul, 1978; Mehan, 1979; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) . These questionanswer-comment sequences are initiated and closed down by teachers, who own the question and comment turns. Learners, however, are responsible for the answer turns in this prototypical classroom sequence.
Recent work on classroom interaction that occurs during task-based, small group instruction has envisioned classroom talk as a nexus of interrelated speech exchange systems rather than as a unified speech exchange system that is characterized by a single set of question-answer-comment practices (Markee, 2000) . Hence, the title of this special issue is pluralized as classroom talks. The use of this label captures the insight that psycholinguistically motivated calls for teachers to use small group work in conjunction The Modern LanguageJournal 88 (2004) with particular types of tasks, questioning strategies, and repairs may also, from a CA perspective, be seen as recommendations to teachers to introduce a broader range of speech exchange systems into the classroom than is possible in lock-step instruction (see also Wagner, this issue).
The potential language-learning-related benefits of drawing on a broad range of speech exchange systems have been well understood for many years now (see Long, Adams, McLean, & Castafios, 1976) . But the mechanics of how teachers and learners accomplish these classroom talks are much less well documented. The articles in this special issue not only demonstrate the empirical existence of multiple speech exchange systems in classrooms but also explicate in structural terms how participants move from one speech exchange system to another on a moment-by-moment basis.
THE ARTICLES AND COMMENTARIES
In the order in which they appear in this special issue, Mondada and Pekarek Doehler examine classes in French as a second language in Switzerland to articulate the most radical programmatic statement in this issue about what a sociocultural approach to SLA might entail. Their article argues persuasively in favor of a socially distributed view of language learning, in which learning objects are inseparable from the conversational structure of talk-in-interaction in which they are embedded. Young and Miller analyze English interactions in writing conferences in the United States with a view to describing the interactional architecture and participation frameworks of the discursive practice of revision talk. They use CA as a methodological tool that is combined with functional-systemic and situated-learning perspectives. These two articles provide the most explicit treatment of language and language learning in this special issue and also emphasize the importance of viewing learners as active participants in the learning process.
Like Young and Miller, all the other contributors focus on various languages and pedagogical interactions that took place in the United States. More specifically, Mori analyzes Japanese classroom talks, during which students shift back and forth between the development of an assigned task and the management of problems associated with their lack of lexical knowledge. Kasper examines German data from a Gesprdchsrunde (a type of conversation table) to understand how members construct their identities in terms of social membership categories and statuses that they make relevant to each other on an emerging, moment-by-moment basis. He presents heritage Chinese data, with a view to exploring the uses and nonuses to which CA for SLA might be put in the service of analyzing language learning processes. Finally, Markee analyzes English classroom interactions to show how members move in and out of two types of zones of interactional transition (teachers' use of counter-question talk and students' deployment of tactical fronting talk). This analysis is used to illustrate the fundamentally social nature of classroom talks, and as a source of input for teacher training and development. The commentaries, again listed in the order in which they appear, were written by Gass, Larsen-Freeman, Hall, and Wagner.
The order of the articles and of the commentaries is meant to represent different continua along which these contributions might be placed. For example, Mondada and Pekarek Doehler and Young and Miller are the most explicit about what they think language learning means from a sociocultural perspective, whereas Mori, He, Kasper, and Markee are more circumspect on these matters. Put another way, as Wagner suggests, the first two articles are more concerned with big picture issues in CA for SLA, whereas the other four articles arguably invoke ethnomethodology's practice of unmotivated looking (Psathas, 1995) and develop more technically oriented accounts of classroom talks.
However, we can also discern other patterns and continua in these groupings. For example, as already noted, Mondada and Pekarek Doehler are clearly the most radical exponents of what may be called the strong view of CA for SLA in this issue. This strong view makes no bones about the need to go beyond a research agenda that is inherited in part from cognitive SLA, while the weaker view, represented here by Young and Miller, Mori, He, Kasper, and Markee, is perhaps less apt to reject CA for SLA's roots in cognitive SLA.
Other groupings that suggest themselves include a data-driven versus a theory-driven con tinuum (see, e.g., Mondada & Pekarek Doehler and Young & Miller, respectively) . In addition, all the articles in this special issue (with the exception of Markee) explicitly focus on how participants constitute their roles and identities on a moment-by-moment basis in and through talk-ininteraction. Finally, although all contributors to the special issue adhere to the transcription conventions of CA (Atkinson & Heritage, 1984; see Appendix) , different authors use different levels 493 of transcription in their articles. For example, Young and Miller and Mori both incorporate video frame grabs in their transcripts, whereas other authors do not. Nonetheless, as Gass points out, all the transcripts in this special issue are much more detailed than the transcripts that are usually used in mainstream SLA.
The commentaries are also grouped to suggest a continuum of views that includes a mainstream, cognitive, and interactionist perspective on SLA (Gass) , an integrationist-oriented, chaos theory perspective (Larsen-Freeman), a sociocultural perspective (Hall) , and a CA perspective (Wagner) . Note that we can again discern other patterns and continua in these groupings. For example, Gass and Wagner are not just on opposite ends of the interactionist and CA for SLA spectrum in the context of this particular special issue. They are two of the most important exponents of strong interpretations of interactionist and CA for SLA approaches to language learning, respectively. Notice also that although Hall and Wagner agree on the socially constituted nature of language and language learning, they do not necessarily agree on what the main priorities of CA for SLA might be. This last observation makes the important point that whatever the emerging CA for SLA agenda turns out to be, it will undoubtedly be quite heterogeneous.
However, as we propose to show shortly, what is really remarkable about these commentaries is that, whatever differences in fundamental theoretical positions the respondents may have, they all agree on the kinds of issues that CA for SLA must confront in the future if it is to be widely accepted as a resource for SLA by researchers who are not already committed to using CA techniques for language learning research.
We now clarify CA's emic stance toward knowledge construction and then take up the issue of what CA for SLA currently has to say, and what it will need to be able to say in the future, about language, language learning, and learners.
EMIC ANALYSIS
All of the articles in this special issue exemplify an emic approach to knowledge construction and, in particular, explicate meaning in terms of the local context of talk-in-interaction. Judging from the comments of some of the anonymous reviewers of this special issue, this perspective still needs to be explained to the broader audience of applied linguists and SLA researchers.
The proposal to replace the prevalent etic, re-searcher-based data treatments of language learning in cognitive SLA with an emic, participant-based perspective refers to an analytical principle of CA (Goodwin, 1984; Heritage, 1995; ten Have, 1999) that invites elaboration in the domain of applied linguistics and second language studies.
2 Although the etic-emic contrast has found its way into qualitative second language research via sociolinguistics and linguistic anthropology, it is mostly associated with an ethnographic research methodology. Before clarifying how the distinction is understood in CA, it bears pointing out that the concepts are a matter of controversy among ethnographers (e.g., Duranti, 1997; Headland, Pikes, & Harris, 1990 ).
Coined by analogy with the contrast between phonetic versus phonemic analysis, Pike (1967) proposed that "the etic viewpoint studies behavior from outside of a particular system, and as an essential initial approach to an alien system. The emic viewpoint results from studying behaviors as from inside the system" (p. 37). Some influential examples of etic approaches to social interaction include Hymes's (1962) etic grid for the analysis of speech events, Brown and Levinson's (1987) politeness theory, Searle's (1976) classification of illocutionary acts-and, not least, the three C's (comprehension checks, clarification requests, confirmation requests) in SLA studies on the negotiation of meaning (Long, 1983) .
Considering the intellectual origin of the emics-etics distinction in structuralist (tagmemic) linguistics, it comes as no surprise that the constructs have been assimilated to different disciplinary interests and social scientists' ontological and epistemological positions (e.g., Headland et al., 1990) , resulting in reinterpretations from partly complementary, partly incompatible vantage points.
3
One difference that merits attention, because it is pertinent to the role of emics in CA, concerns whether an emic view favors mentalist or nonmentalist approaches to social life. True to its structuralist origin, an emic analysis initially sought to discover the internal structure of a linguistic or cultural (or linguo-cultural) system, displayed in social members' actions and use of categories. In a structuralist perspective, the meaning of an action or category comes about through its relationship to other actions and categories (see also Bilmes, 1988 , on the distributional, nonmentalist sense of meaning). Meaning is therefore of an entirely different ontological order from the mentalist constructs of intention or purpose (Bilmes, 1986; Murray, 1990 ).4
The Modern LanguageJournal 88 (2004) It is useful to remember the initial nonmentalist concept of emics because it contrasts in important respects with the versions that subsequently gained currency. The "mentalization of emics" (Murray, 1990, p. 148 ) is evident in definitions of scholars such as Lett (1990) , who proposed that "emic constructs are accounts, descriptions, and analyses expressed in terms of the conceptual schemes and categories regarded as meaningful and appropriate by the native members of the culture whose beliefs and behaviors are being studied" (p. 130).
Other influential notions of emics move still further away from the nonmentalist version. From the perspective of cross-cultural psychology, Berry (1990) noted that an emic approach "helps one to understand individuals in their daily lives, including their attitudes, motives, interests, and personality" (p. 86). Similarly (although focusing on social groups rather than individuals), Duranti (1997) described the "emic view" in contemporary ethnography as "the propensity to achieve sufficient identification with or empathy for the members of the group [being studied]" (p. 85).
Translating epistemology into research methodology, ethnographic methods such as prolonged and persistent observation, both participant and nonparticipant, and open-ended, unprestructured, in-depth interviews are the traditional royal road to achieve an emic perspective on a group's cultural practices and their semiotics. The quality of interview data in particular is seen to hinge on establishing trust and rapport with the participants, a prerequisite for bringing out "authentic accounts of subjective experience" (Silverman, 2001, p. 90) . In this frequently encountered sense, emics is not only a mentalist but a thoroughly Romantic 5 notion (Atkinson & Silverman, 1997; Silverman, 1998) . Both the mentalist and the Romantic readings of emics, the quest for "the authentic gaze into the soul of another" (Silverman, 2001, p.94) , are antithetical to CA. CA does not rely on researchers' rapport with the participants to understand the interactions they analyze-in fact, researchers frequently do not have any personal contact with the interacting parties. Although diametrically opposed to positivist metatheoretical positions and research practices in many (though by no means all) other respects, CA unabashedly maintains the subject-object separation otherwise characteristic of positivist approaches to research (e.g., Guba & Lincoln, 1998) . But CA parts company both with (post-, neo-) positivism and mentalist-Romantic epistemologies and methodologies in its distinct methods of pursuing an emic focus.
CA establishes an emic perspective not by intenriewing research participants, but by examining the details of the "procedural infrastructure of situated action" (ten Have, 1999, p. 37), specifically, the orientations and relevancies that participants display to each other through their interactional conduct (Schegloff, 1992) . Thus, participant orientations, relevancies, and intersubjectivity are not treated as states of mind that somehow lurk behind the interaction, but as local and sequential accomplishments that must be grounded in empirically observable conversational conduct.
LANGUAGE
As already suggested, most of the contributors to this special issue (with the exception of Young & Miller) are rather vague about what language is. Where does this vagueness come from? We may attribute this ambiguity in large part to CA's intellectual roots in sociology and ethnomethodology. More specifically, although Garfinkel and Sacks (1970) recognized in general terms that language occupies a central place in the construction of social order, CA has no special interest in language outside of its deployment in interaction, nor in specifying what it might be. Rather, it is specifically interested in demonstrating how conversation functions as the "primordial site of sociality" (Schegloff, 1987, p. 208 ).
CA's lack of interest in defining language in a priori, theoretical terms may seem perverse to researchers who come from linguistic or cognitive backgrounds, or both. However, SLA researchers should not make the mistake of assuming that CA has nothing to say of theoretical interest about the nature of language. For example, CA and the closely related field of interactional sociolinguistics have a long tradition of interest in how syntax for conversation is deployed by members to achieve particular, situated courses of action (Schegloff, 1979; Ochs, Schegloff, & Thompson, 1996; Selting & Couper-Kuhlen, 2001 ). This perspective implies a grounded, social, and discoursal perspective on language, rather than an idealized, cognitive, sentence-level understanding of what language is (Goodwin & Duranti, 1992) .
Furthermore, it is a largely unnoticed fact in SLA that CA, in fact, assumes that participants are endowed with an (unspecified) competence that allows them to parse language as it is being produced in real time by interlocutors (Sacks, Schegloff, &Jefferson, 1974) . What this competence actually entails is a matter of increasing controversy in CA for SLA. Indeed, the emerging tendency is for the term competence to be avoided altogether and for writers (such as Young & Miller, this issue) to talk about the "interactional architecture of discursive practices." Put another way, language is the local, collaborative, and intersubjective achievement by members of conventionalized, mutually recognizable, and socially shared linguistic resources.
In any case, however we choose to view language, we can observe that potential next speakers routinely predict with exquisite timing when a turn constructional unit (TCU)-typically a spate of talk that may vary in length from a word to a clause-is likely coming to an end, thus presenting them with an opportunity to start talking at what Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) called a transition relevant point (TRP) in the ongoing talk. Thus, CA implies that clauses, rather than sentences, constitute what linguists would call a psycholinguistically valid linguistic unit of analysis for interactants. Furthermore, TCUs are empirically grounded mechanisms that potentially explain how the contextual matrix of conversational structure provides learners with a resource for language learning.
LANGUAGE LEARNING
As a microsociological approach, CA was not originally designed to analyze language learning. Thus, for SLA researchers, the fundamental issue is what insights CA may (or may not) have to offer SLA studies. The articles in this special issue tend to be quite divided on this question. For example, Mondada and Pekarek Doehier and Young and Miller seek to use CA techniques as methodological tools that are in the service of different sociocultural theories of learning. Other authors (e.g., He) are less confident that CA can be used to demonstrate learning.
The difficulties they allude to are in part methodological. For example, Kasper and Wagner point out that longitudinal research is an underpracticed methodology in current CA for SLA work (though see Young & Miller in this issue, and also Markee, 2004b ). Kasper, therefore, calls for the development of a longitudinal perspective as a necessary area of methodological growth in CA for SLA. But perhaps even more problematic for CA for SLA is the fact that, as He and Wagner remind us, CA is a behavioral disci-pline that cannot provide us with access to participants' internal mental states.
What then can CA potentially say about language learning? Despite the important differences that clearly exist among the contributors that havejust been cited, there does seem to be an important measure of general agreement that CA needs to respecify whatever learning is primarily in terms of learning processes that are constructed in and through the talk of participants. We can expect to see this theme developed in more detail in the future as CA and sociocultural theory researchers elaborate their proposals for a potential marriage between these two partners.
Furthermore, the emphasis on treating cognition as a socially distributed, notjust as an individual, phenomenon is already current in CA (see Markee, 2000, this issue; Schegloff, 1991) . This point of view is also consistent with the general ethnomethodological insight that CA potentially is uniquely placed to uncover the standards of proficiency to which members hold each other (and themselves) accountable in and through talk, particularly over time.
6 This emerging consensus suggests that learning behaviors may usefully be understood as a conversational process that observably occurs in the intersubjective space between participants, not just in the mind/brain of individuals (see in this issue, in particular, Hall, Larsen-Freeman, Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, Wagner, and Young & Miller) . Furthermore, this perspective on language suggests that language acquisition and use are so intertwined as to be inseparable (Firth & Wagner, 1997; Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, this issue) .
THE ROLES AND IDENTITIES OF LEARNERS
The articles in this special issue are perhaps most explicit about addressing the question of why it is important for SLA to understand how and why learners construct acquisitionally relevant roles and identities in and through their talk (see Larsen-Freeman on this question). It is important to understand here that these identities are quite permeable 7 and are deployed by members on a moment-by-moment basis as a resource for making particular types of learning behavior relevant at a particular moment in a particular interaction. This insight is particularly well developed in the articles by He, Kasper, Markee, and Mori, who all show in their analyses how members construct roles and identities by observably orienting to the sequential, turn-taking, and repair organization of talk-in-interaction. Thus, the The Modern LanguageJournmal 88 (2004) question of how members construct these roles and identities is inextricably intertwined with the idea that context is a local achievement (see the discussion of context in the previous section on emic analysis).
Finally, these articles all demonstrate that learners are active agents, who transform tasks-as-workplans into tasks-as-activities on a moment-by-moment basis (Coughlan & Duff, 1994; Seedhouse, in press ). To the extent that these learners' interpretations of teachers' lesson plans result in language-learning-oriented behaviors, we can predict with some confidence that learners actively use the microstructure of interactional language as a resource for acquisition.
CONCLUSIONS
To their chagrin, highway engineers know that new freeways routinely become obsolete as soon as they open, because many more drivers than were planned for in the development stage actually use these new routes immediately. In a sense, a similar fate has befallen this special issue. This issue of The Modern LanguageJournal started life as a colloquium at the AAAL 2003 conference. It undoubtedly represents the published state of the art in CA for SLA today. But it has already been overtaken by subsequent developments, including a symposium in Odense, Denmark (Hall, Pekarek Doehler, & Wagner, 2003) , and colloquia at AILA (Markee & Wagner, 2002) and AAAL (Markee, 2004a; Young, 2004) . Thus, many of the reflections in this introduction and in some of the commentaries in this special issue (in particular, Hall and Wagner) have been prompted notjust by the articles in this issue but by interactions at these meetings that have already changed what CA for SLA looks like. This issue is, therefore, as much about what CA for SLA will be, as it is about what it is (or was). The critiques of the respondents published here do not just highlight what the main articles did not say or said inadequately. What is more important, they also motivate ongoing discussion about what the future research agenda of CA for SLA should be. This is a healthy development because it points to the long-term viability of this emerging alternative to mainstream, cognitive SLA studies.
NOTES
I See Kasper (2002, this issue) , and Markee (this issue, in press-a, in press-b) for the origins of this term.
2 Our thanks to Jack Bilmes and Diana Eades for pointing out references on the emics-etics debate.
3 As Lett (1990) pointed out, the emic/etic contrast itself is epistemological, not ontological. Note also that the emic/etic distinction is compatible with the realist epistemology embraced by structuralism (Murray, 1990 ) but difficult to reconcile with a postmodern reflexive stance (Marcus, 1998) . Some qualitative researchers dismiss it as largely obsolete (Schwandt, 2001 ). Others disagree: '"When the issues of 'emic' and 'etic' are treated as passi, [it appears to me that] the craft of anthropology [is treated] as passF' (Hymes, 1990, p. 125) .
4 Echoing Harris (1979) , Murray (1990) lamented that "the blurring of distinctions between 'meaning' and 'purpose' has had catastrophic scientific effects" (p. 150).
5 This use of the term Romantic refers to Romanticism, an intellectual and artistic movement in the late 18th and 19th century that emphasized, among other things, the personal, subjective, emotional, and irrational dimensions of experience.
6 We are grateful to John Heritage for pointing this out during the question-and-answer session of a colloquium organized by Ford and Mori (2004) at the AAAL 2004 conference in Portland, Oregon.
7 For example, in some data recently collected by Markee, the same individuals in one class called themselves and each other Prof. X, whereas in another class, they called themselves and each other by their first names. These different naming practices seem to be one of several resources that members used to achieve different class aims and goals. More specifically, in the first class, members (who wvere science professors) were learning how to do science through the medium of English in an English for specific purposes (ESP), professional development class. In the second class, they were focusing on the more traditionally language-focused communication tasks used in a General English class. H. Jay Siskin, chair of the selection committee, praised Byrnes: "In making its decision, the committee cited the outstanding quality of Professor Byrnes' books and articles in the field of culture, as well as the significant scope of her workshops and presentations. Her leadership qualities, especially in the area of higher education, have made her a nationally recognized and esteemed spokesperson for the field. Professor Byrnes' curricular innovations have become a model for reinvigorating the study of language and culture, restoring their place within the tradition of humanistic study. These achievements, along with her longstanding record of service to the larger profession and the passionate support of her colleagues, determined the committee's enthusiastic choice of Professor Brynes as this year's winner." Professor of German at Georgetown University, Byrnes is the Associate Editor for Perspectives in the MLJ and a member of the ML Editorial Board. We extend to her our sincere congratulations and thank her for her professional leadership. 
